INTRODUCTION
This article and the three others in this thematic collection are about heads and specifiers, the 1 relationship between them, and how this relationship can change over time. A theme which emerges is the notion that the spec(ifier)-head relationship is cyclic, in other words, the synchronic relationship between the head and its specifier within a given phrase in a given language can be characterised as a location at a particular point on a cycle, while the diachronic development of the relationship can be seen as a directional stepwise shift around that cycle. The article is organised as follows: Section 2 introduces the theoretical framework. Section 3.1 sketches a well known diachronic phenomenonthe history of sentential negation -which readily lends itself to an analysis in terms of a cyclic spec-head relationship, and shows how the stages in the cycle have been characterised theoretically. Section 3.2 considers another set of data -pre-and postverbal subject proforms in French -which is similarly suitable for such an approach. Section 4, finally, introduces the three other contributions to the collection.
2. The structural complexity assumed in minimalist syntax is exploited only to the extent that it illuminates the discussion. W here the intricacies of exploded IP and CP are irrelevant, I use the labels INFL and COMP. 
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
This article and the others in this collection are couched more or less explicitly within recent Chomskyan syntactic theory (see Chomsky 2000 for an overview). The configurational use of the 2 term specifier is as old a XN theory itself, going back at least as far as Chomsky (1970) and Jackendoff (1977) . While there is some disagreement over the precise definition of specifier (see below and, for example, Cann 1999), and whether a theory of syntax needs to recognise specifiers (see, for example, Cormack 1999), it is intuitively clear what is behind the notion in syntactic terms, and phrasal constituents of various kinds are commonly deemed to 'function as the specifier of' a head, within a structure defined more or less locally (see Adger et al. 1999a for background discussion), as in (1), in which YP is the specifier of XE/XN:
(1) XP
In (1) YP combines with (a projection of) XE, either by Merge or by Move, whereby the relationship between YP and XE/XN is functionally, if not configurationally, asymmetric: YP is a dependant/ argument and XE/XN is a head/functor, and YP crucially satisfies a requirement expressed by a feature of XE/XN. If the requirements expressed by the features of XE/XN can be satisfied without recourse to a specifier, then no specifier will appear (Rowlett 2002) . Thus, the presence and nature of YP are determined by the features of XE/XN (rather than the other way round). Merge and Move differ with respect to whether YP is a syntactic object which exists independently of XN (Merge), or (the copy of) a subpart of XN (Move) instead. YP or XE may be non-overt. The formal mechanism relating YP and 3. Feature compatibility between heads and specifiers is a notion taken up by Cann (1999) . One a priori plausible alternative mechanism by which the features of a head and its specifier might contribute to the interpretation of the phrase is unification (see, for example, Cann 1999: 25) . This would mean that heads and specifiers have equal status within phrases, and is therefore at odds with the notion of an asymmetric relationship between the two.
3 XE/XN is checking, based on compatibility between features of YP and those of XE/XN (Rowlett 1998: 111) , a notion which supersedes mere spec-head agreement. Further, spec-head checking is the 3 only checking relationship between a head and a phrase, the head-comp(lement) relationship (as between XE and ZP in (1)) now being regarded as secondary to the head-to-head checking configuration.
Not all scholars have been prepared to accept a configurational definition of syntactic specifier.
Hoekstra (1991), for example, rejects such an approach. For him, there is an unwelcome redundancy between the configurational definition of specifier (the specifier of XE/XN is the YP sister of XN) and a second definition of specifier, based on the notion of agreement (the specifier of XE/XN is the YP 'agreeing' with XE/XN). Given that spec-head checking (whether based on agreement or compatibility)
is needed for independent reasons, Hoekstra (p. 24) removes the redundancy by abandoning the configurational notion of specifier, relying uniquely on agreement instead: 'A specifier is an adjunct which agrees with the head.' Thus, specifiers are assimilated to adjuncts in being sisters of XP.
Specifiers differ from adjuncts in respect of their relationship with XE/XN: specifiers agree with XE/XN (YP in (2)); adjuncts do not (ZP in (2)).
(2) Specifiers versus adjuncts: XP 
CYCLIC SPEC-HEAD RELATIONSHIPS
An important insight into the relationship between a head and its specifier, one which is relevant to the notion of cyclicity, stems from recent work by Cinque (1999 Cinque ( , 2006 accounts for the ordering patterns of the morphemes by suggesting that each one checks, on FE heads within the exploded IP above VP, a member of the same set of functional features as the adverbials. Thus, the ordering patterns of the morphemes are accounted for, for free, on the back of the analysis of the ordering patterns of the adverbials, namely, the hierarchy in (4).
The relevance for the spec-head relationship of Cinque's exploded IP as described above relates to the notion that the grammatical purpose of each IP-internal FE and SpecFP is to check a functional feature borne by the lexical verb. They differ in respect of whether checking is based on a head-to-head or a spec-head configuration. Cross-linguistic variation relates to whether responsibility for checking a given functional feature on V is borne exclusively by a head, borne exclusively by a specifier, or shared between the two. And diachronic variation within languages relates to how the locus of this responsibility shifts over time. The idea behind the notion of a cyclic spec-head relationship is that these shifts are not random; rather, they are directional, the superficial manifestation of two contrasting underlying processes:
(a) morpho-syntactic strengthening, whereby the value of a pragmatically unmarked functional head morpheme comes to be reinforced by co-occurrence, initially optionally but later increasingly systematically, with an additional emphatic phrasal element; and 6. The notion that the diachrony of the spec-head relationship is directional is relevant to suggestions, such as the one reported in section 3.1 of Lucas (2007, this volume) , that languages might move backwards within the cycle.
6
(b) (initially) semantic weakening, whereby the once emphatic phrasal element loses its marked pragmatics, and later weakens phono-morpho-syntactically by grammaticalisation as a head, and eventual loss altogether.
Interaction between these two contrasting processes is driven by a desire to communicate effectively, and leads to a diachronic pattern of development which might be described as a directional spiral chain. The following two subsections illustrate the phenomenon with two examples, and couch the 6 empirical details within the theoretical framework set out above.
Sentential negation
Probably the best known example of a cyclic diachronic phenomenon which lends itself to a spec-head analysis is the pattern of sentential negation noted in Jespersen (1924: 335-6) , illustrated in the history of English and French in (5) and (6): (5 f. he does n't say (±1600 6 present)
7. For detailed discussion of the specifics of the developments illustrated in (5) and (6), as well as references to other treatm ents, see Rowlett (1998: ch. 3 
The diachronic pattern illustrated in (5) and (6) Using the French example for illustration, negation is marked using a negative head alone in (6a); in (6b, c) the negative head is first optionally and later increasingly systematically reinforced with a phrasal negator; by (6d, e) the phrasal negator has inherited the mantel of the primary negator and the head negator is optionally but increasingly systematically omitted. The next step in the cyclegrammaticalisation of the phrasal negator as head negator in the same way as the Latin adverbial negator NON was reanalysed as the head ne -does not yet appear to have happened in French (contra the suggestion in Moritz and Valois 1994: 679 fn 12), but may well have occurred in some French-lexifier creoles (DeGraff 1993). In contrast, the phonological weakening of English not to n't, and its compatibility with subject-auxiliary inversion, can readily be accounted for in terms of grammaticalisation as a head (Zwicky and Pullum 1983) .
8. This stage in the development arguably reflects a shift from contrary to contradictory negation (Schapansky 2002 (a) in (6a) the head negator, ne, bears an interpretable negative-polarity feature which suffices to negate the clause; no specifier is needed or realised;
(b) unsurprisingly, (6b) represents a period of transition/variability across speakers as the innovated phrasal negator, minimiser pas 'step', shifts from being an optional and pragmatically marked reinforcement (of still fully negative ne), with no negative feature (but possibly some weak NPI/operator feature, thereby accounting for its need to be licensed) to being integrated within the negation system as a strong NPI (and therefore still needing to be licensed) with an uninterpretable negative-polarity feature; 8 (c) stage (6c) represents the stable end point of this transition;
(d) once again, (6d) represents a transitional stage as the phrasal negator pas splits into two items, the innovative one having an interpretable negative-polarity feature (indicating that it is now pas that licenses ne rather than vice versa), whereby innovative pas is used increasingly frequently, and the erstwhile primary negator ne consequently comes to bear an uninterpretable negative-polarity feature, appears optionally and increasingly rarely;
(e) stage (6e) represents the logical end of the weakening of ne as it is lost altogether.
In the next stage in the development the adverbial negative marker pas is predicted to grammaticalise as a head, as it has in creoles and as non previously did before it weakened to ne in French.
French personal proforms
The syntax of pre-and postverbal personal proforms in modern French presents another set of phenomena suitable for analysis in terms of steps within a cyclic spec-head relationship. In unmarked
French the set of non-clitic independent personal proforms in (8a) contrasts with the (partially isomorphic) set of subject proforms in (8b), which are phonologically, morphologically and syntactically dependent on a host: In each of the examples in (9), the highlighted non-clitic can be replaced by the corresponding (nonfocal) subject proform in (8b), as in (10) However, in addition to the pragmatic difference, the non-clitics and the subject proforms are not syntactically equivalent either. Like regular nominal subjects, the non-clitics in canonical subject position in (9) can be separated from the finite verb by parenthetical material, as in (11): (11) In contrast, the subject proforms in (10) cannot, as shown in (12) (12), and the contrast with (11), illustrates the lack of independence referred to above on the part of subject proforms in French. This lack of independence is standardly analysed as follows:
(a) like strong (pro)nominal subjects, subject proforms merge in the thematic VPinternal subject position;
(b) again like strong (pro)nominal subjects, subject proforms raise to the canonical subject position to check the nominal feature of the finiteness head and to allow subject-verb agreement;
(c) finally, and crucially unlike strong (pro)nominal subjects, subject proforms cliticise 9. The text discussion of (11) ignores the issue raised by the idea of a parenthetical intervening between a specifier and its head. It may be necessary to conclude that the focal subject raises to a higher specifier position within Rizzi's exploded CP (Rizzi 1997) , in which case the parenthetical would not need to attach to an intermediate projection. Of course, on Hoekstra's analysis of specifiers (see (2) above), no problem arises. 11 post-syntactically (i.e., within the phonology) onto the finite verb which has raised to INFL.
It is because of stage (c) of the derivation that the judgements in (11) differ from those in (12); since non-clitics, by definition, do not cliticise, intervention of a parenthetical between the canonical subject position and the finite verb is unproblematic (see footnote 9).
The reason why cliticisation of the subject proforms is deemed to be post-syntactic is that these proforms can be ellipsed in co-ordinate structures, as in (13): (13) Je t'aime et (je) veux t'épouser.
I you-love and I want you-marry
'I love you and (I) want to marry you.'
The possibility of ellipsis with subject proforms contrasts with the impossibility of ellipsis with nonsubject clitics, as shown in (14), which are deemed to be syntactic clitics: 
M. to-her phones and to-her writes often
'M. phones her and writes to her often.'
Thus, while the non-clitics in (8a) sit in the canonical subject position in (11), the subject proforms in 11. The discussion of subject doubling is drawn from Rowlett (2007a: 137-8) .
12 movement to the following step around the spec-head cycle.
W hile it is not morphologically plausible to suggest that, in every case, the subject proforms in (8b) develop diachronically from the non-clitics in (8a), the extensive isomorphy between (8a) and (8b) suggests that the notion does make sense in a number of cases, and even where it does not, the two sets of proforms can be thought of as sitting at two adjacent positions within a spec-head cycle. Such a suggestion implies that the subject proforms in (8b) once had the phono-morpho-syntactic independence enjoyed by the non-clitics in (8a) and illustrated in (11). Evidence that this is the case comes, for example, from fossilised uses such as (15), where the subject proform je is separated from the finite verb by an appositive phrase: In (16a), an example of subject doubling, a nominal subject (here, mon chat 'my cat') co-occurs with a subject proform (here, il 'he'). The example in (16a) is superficially very similar to the example of subject (clitic) left dislocation (LD) in (16b). However, subject doubling is crucially different from 12. Subject doubling is also found in Picard (Coveney 2003 , Auger 2003a and Maghreb French (Queffélec 2000: 790) . In Picard, Auger (2003b found additionally that indefinite subjects, which are incompatible with LD because LD involves topicalisation (see below), were nevertheless compatible with doubling, as in (17): (17) Taken together, these differences suggest strongly that subject doubling is not the same as subject LD.
Subject LD like (16b) is standardly analysed (see Rowlett 2007a: sec. 5.3.1) as involving: (a) clause-external merger of the LDed nominal; and (b) a binding relationship between the LDed nominal and the clause-internal subject. Nothing further needs to be said about the internal clause structure.
Given the differences between subject doubling and subject LD, Roberge (1990) and Auger (1994) argue that, rather than merging clause-externally, the nominal subject in subject-doubling contexts like (16a) merges clause-internally. They suggest that it is the subject and that it behaves accordingly: it 13. The discussion of inversion is drawn from Rowlett (2007a: 201-9 ).
14 merges in VP and raises to the canonical subject position. This means, of course, that the subject proform in subject doubling is not the 'real' subject and cannot therefore be analysed as such. Instead of merging VP internally, raising to the canonical subject position and phonologically cliticising onto the finite verb, it is suggested that, in subject doubling, the subject proform has been reanalysed, first as an affix, then as a mere agreement marker, realised directly on INFL, much as in the case of Northern
Italian dialects (see Polletto 2000 and De Cat 2002: 38 for references). The nominal and pronominal 'subjects' in preverbal position in examples of subject doubling therefore occupy specifier and head positions, respectively. Thus, in subject-doubling varieties of French, we can think of the preverbal subject proforms as having moved one step further around the cycle of the spec-head relationship:
(18) a. non-clitic proforms (examples (8a) and (9)): raise to the canonical subject position;
b. preverbal subject proforms in unmarked French (examples (8b) and (10)): raise to the canonical subject position and phonologically cliticise onto the finite verb in INFL; c. preverbal subject 'proforms' in subject-doubling varieties (examples (16a) and (17) Given that uninverted finite verbs in French raise to INFL (Emonds 1978 , Pollock 1989 , it is tempting to approach the inversion illustrated in (19a) in terms of further raising of the finite verb to COMP, along the lines of subject-auxiliary inversion in English. The attraction of the movement-to-COMP approach to 15 inversion is that it relates inversion to operator movement: both target the low COMP area since this is the minimal domain in which an operator (for example, a (non-subject) wh phrase, possibly non-overt) and a finite verb can achieve the spec-head configuration needed for feature checking. Analyses along these lines have been proposed for French inversion by Rizzi & Roberts (1989) , Cardinaletti & Roberts (2002) and Cardinaletti (2004) Second, movement to COMP fails to account for the ungrammaticality of (20):
is-J/him left
If inversion is movement to COMP, why should it not be possible around a strong (pro)nominal subject?
Third, a movement-to-COMP analysis fails to explain why preverbal subject proforms do not In one case, the subject proform ça 'that', clearly a clitic given its availability as a resumptive proform in dislocation structures like (27) , is categorically excluded from postverbal position, as shown in (28) In short, the irregularity of PI sits ill with a simple movement-to-COMP analysis.
Finally, the movement-to-COMP analysis of PI suggests an unfortunate account of the -ti/-tu elements which mark yes-no interrogatives in some varieties of French, as illustrated in (31) and (32): 16. Goosse suggests that the structure with -ti is restricted to popular French, and in decline. The form of (31) and (32) On such an analysis, nothing of note needs to be said about the clauses in (31) and (32); in particular, the preverbal (pro)nominal subjects can be derived in the usual way (merger within VP followed by raising to the canonical subject position and, in the case of the pronominal in (31b) and (32), phonological cliticisation onto the finite verb in INFL).
In order to maintain the parallel between -ti/-tu and 'inverted' subject proforms, let us further follow Barbosa (2001) and assume that the postposed proforms are similarly affixes (although not specifically yes-no interrogative affixes) which merge directly in INFL, that this is where they attach to the finite verb, and that the finite verb raises no further. There are two features of this analysis which warrant discussion. The first is the idea that the verb does not raise from INFL. This is relevant since movement to COMP allows a spec-head checking configuration to be achieved between the finite verb and a fronted operator, as set out above. If the verb remains in INFL, how does it check the operator?
Cyrille- Thomas (2002) suggests that a long-distance checking configuration is formed involving, first, a spec-head configuration between the operator and (the empty) COMP z----m z--------_m spechead-tohead head
This long-distance checking relationship between the finite verb and the operator has a direct consequence for the local checking relationship between the finite verb and the canonical subject position. According to the biuniqueness condition on checking, a given head cannot check two separate specifiers from a single position. Where, as in English non-subject wh interrogatives, the finite verb raises from INFL to COMP, this is unproblematic: it checks the subject from INFL and the wh operator from COMP. In French, where, in 'inverted' contexts, the finite verb remains in INFL, it is predicted not to be able simultaneously to check both the subject and the wh operator:
(34) [ operator [ e [ subject [ verb . . . [ . . . t 
. . . ]]]]]
z----m z--------_m Thus, if nothing else is said, CI as in (19b) and the examples in (31) and (32) are predicted -wrongly -to be ungrammatical. I return to this below.
The prediction that the finite verb in INFL cannot simultaneously check the subject and the operator takes us neatly to the second issue which emerges from the revised analysis of PI, namely, that, like the -tu/-ti markers discussed above, 'inverted' postverbal proforms are actually affixes, that is, syntactic objects merged directly in INFL and therefore derivationally quite distinct from their preverbal 'equivalents'. This analysis has a number of merits. First, the formal differences between the preverbal subject proforms and their postverbal equivalents, illustrated in (24) to (30) , are unproblematic.
